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FOREWORD 


The  Population  and  Economy  Study  is  the  first  in  a series  of  planning 
studies  to  be  prepared  for  Richmond  County  by  the  Division  of  Community 
Services.  The  only  planning  study  that  has  been  prepared  for  the  County 
thus  far  was  a county-wide  Water  and  Sewer  Study-*-  prepared  in  1968.  The 
basic  purpose  of  the  Population  and  Economy  Study  is  to  provide  valuable 
background  information  for  the  preparation  of  the  overall  county  Land 
Development  Plan  and  Recreation  Plan  to  be  completed  during  the  1973-74 
planning  year  by  the  Division  of  Community  Services.  The  report  should 
also  be  valuable  to  local  officials,  business  and  industrial  leaders , and 
citizens  in  general . 

This  report  encompasses  an  analysis  of  age  and  sex  composition,  income, 
race,  education  and  other  elements  of  the  population.  Trends  in  employment, 
retail  sales,  agricultural  production,  and  other  economic  activities  are 
also  analyzed.  Population  projections  $ill  be  explored  and  be  a part  of 
the  Land  Development  Plan  for  Richmond  County  to  be  prepared  by  the  Division 
of  Community  Services  in  the  1973-74  planning  year. 


■''The  Richmond  County  Comprehensive  Water  and  Sewer  Study,  (The  Harwood  Beebe 
Company,  Spartanburg,  S.  C. ),  1968. 
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REGIONAL  ORIENTATION 


Richmond  County  lies  in  the  south  central  portion  of  North  Carolina, 
immediately  north  and  contiguous  to  the  State  of  South  Carol ina.  The 
county  is,  additionally  bordered  on  the  north  by  Montgomery  County;  and 
on  the  east  by  Moore  and  Scotland  Counties. 

Physiographial ly s Richmond  County  straddles  a section  of  the  Coastal 
Plains  called  the  Sandhills  on  the  east,  an  area  of  rolling,  pine-covered 
sand  hills,  and  the  Piedmont  Province  on  the  north  and  west  sides  of  the 
county  with  its  ancient  bedrock  and  hilly,  mul tivegetated  topography. ^ 

The  climate  of  Richmond  County,  based  on  its  location  in  the 
southeastern  United  States,  is  humid  subtropical  with  a sufficient  moisture 
supply  available  from  the  Atlantic  Ocean  (40-50  inches)  and  a temperature 
which  ranges  from  hot  in  summer  to  cool  during  the  three  winter  months. 

The  county  is  drained  by  the  Pee  Dee  - Yadkin  River  System  and  the 
Drowning  Creek  - Lumber  River  System,  which  form  the  west  and  northeast 
boundaries  of  the  county,  respectively. 

Rockingham,  the  county  seat,  is  approximately  90  miles  from  the  state 
capitol  of  Raleigh,  North  Carolina,  75  miles  from  Charlotte,  and  60  miles  from 
Fayetteville.  The  county  is  served  by  railroad  transportation  and  major 
highways  leading  north,  south,  east  and  west.  The  major  north- south  highways 
are  U.  S.  1 and  U.  S.  220,  while  U.  S.  74  is  the  major  east-west  highway  serving 
Richmond  County.  In  addition,  there  is  N.  C.  117,  a major  north-south  North 
Carolina  highway  which  connects  North  and  South  Carolina.  These  highways 


^Richard  E.  Lonsdale,  The  Atlas  of  North  Carolina  (The  University  of  North 
Carolina  Press,  Chapel  Hill,  N.  C„),  1967. 
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provide  Richmond  County  wide  open  access  to  all  the  parts  of  North  Carolina 
and  the  Eastern  Seaboard » The  county  is  one  of  few  areas  in  the  state  that 
has  major  north-south,  east-west  mainline  railroad  service.  This  is 
provided  by  the  Seaboard  Coastline  Railroad,  which  has  a major  junction  point 
and  classification  yard  located  in  Hamlet,  the  second  largest  town  in 
Richmond  County.  Air  transportation  for  Richmond  County  is  provided  by  an 
executive-type  airport,  while  the  closest  commercial  airport  is  located  in 
Charlotte,  approximately  75  miles  from  Rockingham. 


' 


INTRODUCTION 


To  efficiently  provide  community  facilities,  (schools,  police  protection, 
fire  protection,  etc.)  information  concerning  population  increases,  education, 
the  distribution  of  population,  and  other  relevant  factors  are  necessary. 

The  extent  of  Richmond  County's  development  depends  largely  upon  such 
factors  as  the  education,  skills,  and  ambitions  of  the  local  population. 

Planning  for  growth  and  development  of  the  county  requires  knowledge  and 
understanding  of  the  structure  of  the  local  population. 

The  first  section  of  this  study  is  designed  to  provide  that  information. 
There  are  two  parts  to  the  first  section.  First,  past  population  trends  are 
analyzed  to  determine  how  the  population  has  changed  over  the  years.  And 
second,  the  characteristics  of  the  current  population  are  analyzed.  This 
includes  information  concerning  the  age,  sex,  and  racial  distribution  of 
the  population  as  well  as  social  characteristics  such,  as  housing  and  personal 
income . 

The  population  of  Richmond  is  concentrated  primarily  in  and  between 
Rockingham  and  Hamlet  with  other  major  population  centers  in  Hoffman  and 
Ellerbe.  In  Rockingham  and  Hamlet  growth  is  continuing  toward  a 
consolidation  of  the  towns  and  presently  there  is  only  3.6  miles  separating 
these  communities.  The  growth  is  occurring  along  highway  U.  S.  1 north  and 
south  of  Rockingham  and  south  of  Hamlet  in  the  vicinity  of  N.  C.  177. 

Further  growth  is  occurring  along  the  U.  S.  74  corridor  running  east  and  west 
in  the  county 0 It  is  anticipated  that  the  population  distribution  will  continue 
to  be  in  this  area  of  the  county  because  of  the  location  of  Richmond  Technical 
Institute,  the  consolidated  high  school,  shopping  centers,  and  a concerted 
effort  by  the  county  to  provide  adequate  leisure  opportunities.  These 
population  factors  have  enchanced  the  attraction  of  new  industry  to  the  county. 
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PAST  TRENDS 


The  two  ways  in  which  a county  gains  population  are  in-migration  and 
natural  increase.  A county  may  lose  population  through  a natural  decrease 
or  out-migration o Richmond  County  experienced  a 9.9  percent  decrease  in 
population  from  1950  to  1960  and  then  experienced  a 1.8  percent  increase 
during  the  last  decade.  Population  changes  for  Richmond  County 9 Rockingham, 
Hamlet  and  the  county’s  townships  are  shown  in  Table  1.  The  1970  census 
of  population  recognized  39,889  persons  residing  in  Richmond  County .3  A 
comparison  of  Richmond  County's  population  trends  from  1940-1970  compared  to 
the  State  and  Nation,  indicates  a very  unsteady  growth  pattern  (see  Figure  2). 
With  the  State  and  Nation  Showing  substantial  growth  (over  10  percent  per 
decade)  over  the  last  30  years,  Richmond  County's  population  growth  has  been 
at  best  sluggish  with  a 7.5  percent  increase  in  population  between  1940  and 
1950,  then  a 1 percent  decline  in  population  between  1950  and  1960  and 
another  2 percent  increase  between  1960  and  1970.^ 

Reasons  for  Richmond  County's  unsteady  growth  pattern  can  probably 
be  traced  to  the  same,  general  reason  other  non-metropolitan  counties  have 
shown  little  growth  or  no  growth  in  recent  decades:  Lack  of  local  opportunity 
combined  with  attractive  opportunity  in  metropolitan  areas.  The  decline 
in  local  agriculture  and  stagnation  of  the  industrial  economy  and  the  lack 
of  diversity  of  local  industry  were  some  specific  contribution  factors. 


A natural  population  increase  (births  minus  deaths)  of  4,593  occurred 

in  Richmond  County  between  1960  and  1970.  The  population  could  have 
increased  to  43,795  in  1970  considering  this  natural  increase  ( 1960  population) 


■^Bureau  of  the  Census,  General.  Population  Characteristics,  North  Carolina, 
PC  (V2)  - 35  (Uo  S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Washington,  D.  C „ ) , 1970. 


^Bureau  of  the  Census,  Number  Inhabitants,  PC  (1)  - A35  (U.  S.  Department  of 
Commerce,  Washington,  D.  C„),  1970. 
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Table  1 

POPULATION  TRENDS  IN  RICHMOND  COUNTY:  1900  - 


Township 

1900 

1910 

1920 

1930 

1940 

1950 

1960 

1970 

Beaver  Dam 

1,372 

1,050 

1,485 

2,322 

1,911 

1,803 

1,785 

1,950 

Black  Jack 

1,234 

813 

839 

552 

674 

473 

356 

247 

Marks  Creek 

2,089 

3,843 

6 , 569 

9,155 

9,248 

10,483 

10,752 

10,730 

City  of  Hamlet 

639 

2,173 

3 , 808 

4,801 

5,111 

5,061 

4,460 

4,627 

Mineral  Springs 

1,317 

1,414 

2,480 

3,279 

3,771 

3,582 

3,882 

3 , 663 

Rockingham 

4,948 

6 , 306 

7,239 

8,908 

10,901 

11,654 

12,645 

12,705 

City  of  Rockingham 

1 5 507 

2,155 

2,509 

2,906 

3,657 

3,356 

5,512 

5,852 

Steeles 

2,167 

2,518 

1,868 

2,278 

1,754 

1,489 

1,127 

922 

Wolf  Pit 

2,732 

3,729 

5,087 

7,522 

8,551 

10,113 

8,655 

8,672 

Richmond  County 

15,853 

19,673 

25,567 

34,016 

36,810 

39,597 

39,202 

39,889 

Source:  U„  S0  Bureau 

of  the 

Census , 

Final  Report  PC  (1) 

- A35  North  Carolina  (U. 

S. 

Department  of  Commerce,  Washington,  D.  C J,  1970. 
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Table  2 

RELATIONSHIP  OF  RICHMOND  COUNTY" S POPULATION  TREND  TO  THAT  OF 
NORTH  CAROLINA  AND  THE  NATION,  1940  - 1970 


Year 

Richmond 

County 

North 

Carolina 

United  States 

1940 

36,810 

3,571,623 

131,669,275 

1930 

39,597 

4,061,929 

150,697,361 

1940=1950 

Absolute  change 

+2,787 

+ 490,306 

+19,028,086 

Percent  change 

+ 7.57 

+13.72 

+14.45 

1960 

39,202 

4,556,155 

179,323,175 

1950=1960 

Absolute  change 

= 395 

+494,266 

+28,623,814 

Percent  change 

= 1 

+12.17 

+ 19 

1970 

39,889 

5,082,059 

203,184,000 

1960-1970 

Absolute  change 

+687 

+525,904 

+23,860,875 

Percent  change 

+ 1.8 

+ 11.5 

+11.7 

Source:  U.  S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Number  of  Inhabitants,  Final 

Report  PC  (.1)  = A3  5 N.  C.  (U.  S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.  C.),  1970. 
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plus  natural  increase).  But,  in  fact,  the  1970  census  revealed  that  only 
39,889  persons  were  residing  in  the  county.  This  difference  is  the  result 
of  an  out “migration  of  population,  specifically  working  age  groups  leaving 
the  county  which  is  primarily  rural  with  limited  agricultural  and  industrial 
economies  in  search  of  employment  in  industrial  areas  or  in  larger  cities 
(see  Table  3). 

This  trend  of  out-migration  away  from  an  agricultural  area  has  been 
occurring  since  the  1930's  in  Richmond  County,  while  in  other  areas  this 
shift  was  observed  to  begin  during  the  1940's  and  1950's.  There  is  some 
indication  that  Richmond  County's  population  would  have  stabilized  itself 
by  1960,  except  that  during  1957,  three  plants  in  the  county  ceased  to 
operate.^  This  along  with  other  industrial  problems  caused  unemployment 
and  lack  of  job  opportunities,  which  resulted  in  families  looking  to  other 
areas  for  employment  opportunities.  The  18-29  year  old  age-group  is  also 
leaving  the  county  in  search  of  greater  opportunity.  Since  I960,  the 
county  has  been  making  every  effort  to  determine  the  local  reasons  for 
the  exodus  and  has  made  some  strides  toward  elevating  this  situation.  For 
example,  Richmond  Technical  Institue  has  been  operating  since  June,  1965, 
offering  college  level  work  as  well  as  courses  suited  to  train  workers 
for  jobs  in  industry.  The  attraction  of  more  diversified  industry  with 
better  paying  jobs  appears  to  be  another  way  of  slimming  the  flow  of 
migration „ 


-’North  Carolina  Division  of  Community  Planning,  Population  and  Economy, 
Rockingham,  N,  C.  (N.  C.  Department  of  Conservation  and  Development, 
Raleigh,  N„  C0),  1964,  P„  8. 
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Table  3 

NET  MIGRATION,  RICHMOND  COUNTY  1960  - 1970 


1960  Population 

--  39,202 

Si 

Natural  Population  Increase 

4,593 

Expected  1970  Population 

--  43,795 

Actual  1970  Population 

--  39,889 

Net  Out  Migration 

--  -3,906 

aNatural  Population  Increase  equals  Births 
minus  Deaths. 

Source:  North  Carolina  State  Board  of  Health, 

Statistics  Section. 
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CURRENT  POPULATION 


An  analysis  of  past  population  trends  provides  a basis  for  projecting 
population  growth  in  addition  to  providing  background  information  on  the 
current  population.'  An  analysis  of  the  present  population  factors  provides 
basic  information  on  the  distribution  of  the  population  by  location,  age, 
sex  and  race. 

Geographical  Distribution 

The  distribution  of  population  by  urban-rural  designation  in  Richmond 
County  reveals  that  approximately  two-thirds  of  the  county's  population  is 
classified  as  rural.  This  percentage  has  been  declining  over  the  years 
due  to  the  growth  of  urban  areas  such  as  Rockingham  and  Hamlet  and  their 
environs.  These  changes  have  resulted  in  a growing  number  of  rural,  non- 
farm residents,  many  of  which  are  urban  workers. 

The  areal  distribution  of  the  population  places  approximately  80  percent 
of  the  population  (mostly  urban  oriented)  of  Richmond  County  in  the  southern 
part  of  the  county  in  Mark's  Creek,  Rockingham,  and  Wolf  Pit  Townships.  The 
remainder  (20  percent)  of  the  population  (primarily  rural)  resides  in  the 
northern  part  of  the  county  in  Beaver  Dam,  Black  Jack,  Steeles,  and  Mineral 
Springs  Townships. 

Richmond  County  is  beginning  to  slowly  urbanize  itself  in  the  southern 
part  of  the  County  near  the  existing  and  historic  urban  centers  of  Rockingham 
and  Hamlet.  Farming's  demise  has  stimulated  movement  to  the  urban  areas 
because  of  the  industrial  jobs  located  there.  The  rural  non-farm  population 
of  the  county  is  expanding  in  numbers,  especially  with  respect  to  location 
close  to  Rockingham  and  Hamlet. 


-10- 
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Age 

The  age  distribution  of  Richmond  County8 s population  has  changed  very 
little  percentage  wise  in  the  past  ten  years,  (see  Table  4).  An  analysis  of 
the  age  distribution  in  Richmond  County  shows  a decrease  in  the  number  of 
young  persons  (0-19  years)  and  an  increase  in  the  number  of  elderly  persons 
(6.5  years  and  older).  The  population  under  twenty  years  of  age,  decreased 
by  4.0  percent  between  1960  and  1970;  and,  in  1970,  represented  40„1  percent 
of  the  total  population  while  the  total  population  in  the  sixty-five  years 
of  age  and  over  group  increased  by  108  percent  and  represented  9.0  percent 
of  the  total  population  in  1970.  The  middle  age  group,  twenty  to  sixty-four 
years  of  age  (those  people  who  make  up  the  labor  force),  represented  half 
of  the  total  population.  This  middle  age  group  has  shown  a 2.2  percent 
increase  during  the  past  decade.  These  changes  in  the  composition  of  age 
groups  can  have  some  important  implications  for  Richmond  County's  future. 
Fewer  young  people  decreases  demand  for  school  space  and  delivering  of  the 
goods  and  services  normally  associated  with  this  age  group,  but  fewer  youths 
also  will  mean  less  workers  for  the  future.  The  increase  in  the  number  of 
middle  aged  and  senior  citizens  herald  the  future  demand  for  specialized 
health,  care,  recreation,  and  housing  services. 

Sex 

In  1970,  48  percent  of  Richmond  County's  population  was  male  and 
52  percent  female,  compared  to  North  Carolina's  48.9  percent  male  and 
51.1  percent  female.  As  can  be  seen  from  these  figures,  Richmond  County 
compares  about  the  same  with  the  state's  ratio,  (see  Table  5). 
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Table  4 

NET  CHANGE  IN  POPULATION  BY  AGE  GROUPS , 1950  - 1970 


Richmond  County 


Mi 

1950 

1960 

1970 

0 “19 

17,224 

(43.5%) 

17,270 

(44.1%) 

15,989 

(40.1%) 

20“64 

20,428 

(51.6%) 

19,099 

(48.7%) 

20,306 

(50.9%) 

65+ 

1,945 

(4.9%) 

2,833 

(7.2%) 

3,594 

(9.0%) 

Total 

39,597 

39,202 

39,889 

Source:  Bureau  of  Census,  General  Population  Characteristics, 

North  Carolina,  PC  (V2)  - 35  (U.  S.  Department  of 
Commerce,  Washington,  D.  C.),  1970. 
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Table  5 


SEX 

DISTRIBUTION 

1970  FOR  RICHMOND 

COUNTY 

Richmond 

County 

North  Carolina 

Male 

- 

Female 

Male 

Female 

19,162 

20,727 

2,488,367 

2,593,692 

Or 

Or 

Or 

Or 

48  % 

52  % 

48.9  % 

51.1  % 

Source:  U.  S.  Census  of  Population  1970 

The  sexual  percentages  between  the  two  population  groups  in  Richmond  County 
have  remained  about  the  same  over  time.  The  1970  figures  for  Richmond  County 
certainly  do  not  indicate  any  significant  imbalance  of  the  sex  groups, 
except  maybe  that  females  have  a little  higher  longevity  in  Richmond  County 
than  in  the  State  as  a whole  (see  Table  5)o 

These  percentages  can  become  significant.  A high  or  low  percentage  of 
females  can  produce  lower  or  higher  numbers  of  births  which  can  produce 
important  future  employment  implications.  A trend  of  much  lower  percentages 
of  males  in.  the  County  could  imply  earlier  deaths,  or  an  out-migration  of 
employable  males,  or  as  indicated  above,  corresponding  increases  in  the 
female  group  for  one  reason  or  another. 

Race 

The  1960  census  data  reported  11,783  blacks  in  Richmond  County  and 
comparing  this  figure  to  the  1970  census  figure  of  11,707  blacks, 
shows  a continuing  net  decrease  in  blacks,  resulting  in  Richmond  County 
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becoming  an  increasingly  white  populated  county .6  The  racial  distribution  by 

number  of  persons  for  the  total  population  of  Richmond  County,  Rockingham,  and 

Hamlet,  are  represented  in  Table  6e  The  two  towns  report  basically  the 

same  ratio  of  blacks  to  whites;  with  Hamlet  reporting  1,368  blacks  or  29.3 

percent  and  Rockingham  showing  1,497  blacks  or  25.5  percent  of  each  town's 

population,  which  compares  closely  with  the  11,707  or  29.3  percent  of  blacks 

7 

representing  the  total  (39,889)  population  of  Richmond  County.  The  majority 
of  the  black  population  resides  in  the  unincorporated  areas  of  the  county, 
but  most  are  located  on  the  urbanized  doorsteps  of  Hamlet  and  Rockingham. 

The  trend  toward,  a lower  absolute  number  and  percentage  of  blacks  can 
probably  be  explained  by  the  lure  of  large  cities  especially  in  the  North, 
and  the  chance  for  better  opportunity. 

Education 

The  median  school  year  completed  in  Richmond  County  for  persons  twenty- 

five  years  and  over  was  9.7  years.^  In  comparison  with  the  North  Carolina 

median  school  year  completed  of  10.6,  Richmond  County  is  lower;  however, 

Rockingham  and  Hamlet  report  11.0  median  years  completed,  (see  Table  7). 

The  black  population  in  Richmond  County  was  far  below  the  median  of  the 

10 

State  with  a median  year  completed  7.5  in  1970. 

6 Bureau  of  the  Census,  General  Social,  and  Economic.  Characteristics,  PC  (1)  - 
C 35  (Uo  S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Washington,  D.  C.),  1970. 

^Bureau  of  the  Census,  General  Social  and  Economic.  Characteristics,  PC  (1)  - 
C 35  (U.  S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Washington,  D.  C.),  1970. 

^Bureau  of  the  Census,  General  Social  and  Economic  Characteristics,  PC  (1)  - 
C 35  (U.  S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Washington,  D.  C.),  1970. 

9 

Ibid. 

10 


Ibid . 
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There  is  room  for  improvement  in  the  median  school  age  for  the  County 


as  a whole  and  especially  among  the  black  population.  These  percentages 
point  out  the  need  to  continue  to  upgrade  County  education  programs  including 
pre-school;  regular  school,  and  technical  education  programs.  New  and  imaginative 
curriculum  should  be  instituted  to  provide  the  stimulus  for  increased  education . 


Table  6 

COUNT  OF  PERSONS  BY  RACE  IN  RICHMOND  COUNTY  AND  MAJOR  TOWNS  - 1970 


White 

Negro 

Indian 

Japanese 

Filipino 

All 

Place 

Total  Persons 

Persons 

Persons 

Persons 

Persons 

Other 

Richmond 

39,889  28,046 

11,707 

108 

7 

3 

18 

Hamlet 

4,627  3,256 

1,368 

1 

-- 

2 

Rockingham 

5,852  4,342 

1.497 

11 

-- 

Source:  Bureau  of  the  Census 

, General  Social  and 

Economic  Characteristics 

PC(1)  --  C 35  (U„  S. 

Department 

of  Commerce,  Washingto 

n,  D.  C. ) , 

1970. 

Table  7 

YEARS  OF 

SCHOOL  COMPLETED  FOR 

PERSONS 

25 

YEARS  OF  AGE 

& OVER, 

1970 

County 

Hamlet 

Rockingham 

Total,  population  25  years  and 

over 

21,082 

2,672 

3,271 

No.  school 

years  completed 

539 

62 

64 

Elementary : 

1 to  4 

2,357 

157 

200 

5 to  7 

4,166 

317 

420 

8 years 

2,199 

143 

360 

High  School : 

1 to  3 years 

5,579 

784 

881 

4 years 

4,010 

591 

752 

College : 

1 to  3 years 

1,196 

389 

243 

4 years  or  more 

1,036 

229 

351 

Medium  School 

Years  Completed 

9.7 

11.5 

11.0 

Source:  Bureau  of  the  Census,  General  Social  & Economic  Characteristics , 

PC  (1)  C 35  (U.  S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Washington,  D.  C.),  1970. 
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In  1970,  the  total  number  of  housing  units  for  Richmond  County  was  13,115 
with  64  percent  of  these  owner “Occupied , and  33  percent  renter-occupied . 

The  percentage  of  owner-occupied  substandard  dwelling  units  was  25  percent 
while  33  percent  of  the  renter -occupied  were  substandard.  The  median 
value  of  the  owner-occupied  units  for  Richmond  County  was  $7,600  while 
median  contract  rent  was  $41 . 00^- , (see  Table  9).  Additionally,  1,469  units 
of  housing  in  the  County  had  1.01  or  more  persons  per  room. 

The  above  figures  indicate  that  housing  conditions  in  general  in 
Richmond  County  are  in  somewhat  poor  shape « Approximately  32  percent  of  the 
housing  in  the  County  is  rated  as  substandard,  because  these  housing  units 
lack  some  or  all  plumbing  facilities.  Rating  housing  structural  condition  is 
at  best  a subjective  judgment,  so  consequently,  the  1970  Census  measured 
this  parameter  by  using  the  presence  or  absence  of  some  or  all  plumbing 
fixtures.  The  low  value  of  homes  and  low  rent  indicate  somewhat  the  economic 
conditions  of  the  County  if  not  the  modest  value  and  size  of  the  homes.  The 
fact  of  having  about  one-third  of  the  housing  renter-occupied  and  about  8 
percent  overcrowded  (over  1.01  persons  per  room)  gives  additional  evidence 
of  potential  poor  living  conditions. 


11 


IBID. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The  economy  section  of  the  study  deals  with  economic  indicators  such  as 
income,  labor  force,  and  unemployment  for  Richmond  County,  Also,  the  different 
types  of  general  economic  activities  found  within  the  county  are  also  discussed 
along  with  what  role  each  has  played  in  the  past,  present,  and  future  economy 
of  the  county. 

ECONOMIC  INDICATORS 

Income 

Family  and  personal  income  measures  give  an  indication  of  the  strength 
of  the  local  economy.  Since  1.959,  the  per  capita  income  level  in  the  county 
increased  considerably. 

Although  per  capita  income  is  less  than  the  state  and  national  average, 

progress  is  being  made.  In  1959,  Richmond  County's  per  capita  income  was 

20  percent  below  the  state  and  50  percent  below  the  national  average.  In 

1969,  the  per  capita  income  was  10  percent  below  the  state  average  and  40 

12 

percent  below  the  national  average.  In  comparing  Richmond  County  to  Scotland 
County  for  the  same  period  (1959-1969)  Scotland  County  had  a lower  per  capita 
income,  (see  Table  8).  Richmond  County's  citizens  are  becoming  more  affluent 
having  almost  reached  the  North  Carolina  average  income  but  still  fall  short 
of  the  U.  So  per  capita  income  average. 

Labor  Force 

North  Carolina's  civilian  labor  force  totals  more  than  two  and  one- 
quarter  million  with  a continuing  shift  from  agricultural  to  non-agricultural 
employment.,  Manufacturing  presently  accounts  for  more  than  40  percent  of  all 

■^Statistical  Services  Section,  Profile  North  Carolina  Counties,  Second 

Edition,  (North  Carolina  Department  of  Administration,  Raleigh,  N.C.),  1970. 
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Table  8 

PER  CAPITA  INCOME  DISTRIBUTION , 1959  and  1969 


1959 

1969 

Richmond 

$1,345 

$2,180 

Scot  land 

$1,148 

$2,033 

North  Carolina 

$1,510 

$2,650 

United  States 

$2,161 

$3,425 

Source o N.C,  Dept.  of  Administration, 
Statistical  Services  Section, 
Profile  of  North  Carolina 
Counties , 20  ed.,  August,  1970. 
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non- agricultural  employment.  There  still  remains  a substantial  reservoir  of 
potential  industrial  labor  in  almost  all  areas  of  the  State. ^ 

In  August,  1971,  Richmond  County’s  civilian  labor  force  totaled  13,090 
(see  Table  9)  with  total  employment  in  agriculture  representing  770  workers. 
Non- farm  employment  has  been  rising  during  recent  decades,  while  farm 
employment  has  been  dropping.  The  decline  in  agricultural  employment  has 
freed  many  farm  workers  and  potential  farm  workers  for  employment  in  non- 
farm activities  such  as  manufacturing. 

For  the  past  five  years,  non- farm  employment  has  been  fairly  stable. 
Manufacturing  accounts  for  35.7  percent  of  all  non-agricultural  employment 
in  Richmond  County,  (see  Table  9).  In  comparing  the  county  to  the  State 
in  non- farm  employment,  a 3.2  percent  increase  was  shown  in  non- farm 
employment  for  the  State  during  the  same  period,  with  manufacturing 
accounting  for  40  percent  of  all  non-agricultural  employment.  In  1971, 

47  percent  of  Richmond  County's  total  employment  population  was  in  non- 
manufacturing with  35.7  percent  of  the  employment  population  in  manufacturing. 

During  the  period  1964-1.971,  employment,  in  relation  to  the  non- 
manufacturing employment  total,  declined  in  the  finances,  insurances  and 
real  estate  sector  (down  to  1.5  percent).  In  the  government  sector  substantial 
employment  gains  were  achieved  (up  to  11.4  percent).  In  the  services  and  in 
contract  construction  the  percentages  were  little  changed.  Richmond  County's 
manufacturing  employment  is  mainly  concentrated  in  labor  intensive  industries 
such  as  textiles,  apparel,  food  products,  furniture,  and  lumber  and  wood 
products . 


^Bureau  of  Employment  Security  Research,  North  Carolina  Work  Force  Estimates 
by  County,  Area  and  State,  (North  Carolina  Employment  Security  Commission, 
Raleigh,  N.  C.),  1972.  =19= 
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Table  9 

ANNUAL  AVERAGE  WORK  FORCE  ESTIMATES 
RICHMOND  COUNTY 
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Source:  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  Research,  N.C.  Work  Estimates  by  County,  Area  & State,  (N.C.  Employment  Security  Commission,  Raleigh,  N.C.)  1972 

Note:  The  Occupational  Structure  of  the  labor  force  as  shown  in  Table  9 indicates  only  the  number  and  type  of  workers  that  are  involved  in  the  economy 


In  Richmond  County  women  constitute  approximately  59.5  percent  of  the 
labor  force , compared  with  61.3  percent  for  the  State,  and  they  are  extensively 
employed  in  the  textile,  clothing  and  food  products  industries. 

Unemployment 

The  rate  of  unemployment  is  commonly  used  to  measure  the  strength  of 
an  area's  economy.  A high  rate  of  unemployment  in  an  area  is  an  indication 
that  a labor  surplus  exists  and  an  adequate  number  of  employment  opportunities 
are  not  available. 

Richmond  County  has  had  a continuously  higher  rate  of  unemployment 

of  5.6  percent  in  comparison  to  the  surrounding  counties,  excluding  Anson 

which  has  a 6.3  percent  rate  of  unemployment . 

The  decrease  in  agricultural  and  manufacturing  employment  leaves 

little  to  absorb  the  labor  surplus  in  an  area  which  is  also  a possible 

reason  for  the  decreasing  employment  within  Richmond  County. 

The  highest  available  labor  total  in  Richmond  County  for  1970  was  1,100. 

From  this  figure  250  (95  males  and  155  females)  were  experienced  manufacturing 

workers,  220  others  were  experienced  workers  (95  males  and  125  females),  630 

were  inexperienced  but  referable  and  trainable  (235  males  and  395  females)  and 

429  high  school  graduates  (189  males  and  240  females)  were  estimated  to  have 

entered  the  County  labor  force.  This  was  the  recruitable  labor  for  industrial 

1 6 

development  in  Richmond  County  for  1970. 

In  December,  1971,  the  estimated  recruitable  labor  in  the  State  was 
117,000  with  virtually  every  County  having  an  available  reserve  of  labor. 

However,  most  industries  offering  attractive  jobs  found  that  the  availability 
of  skilled  and  trainable  labor  most  often  far  exceeds  the  number  shown  on  surveys. 

15 

State  Planning  Division  Multi  County  Date  (N.  C.  Department  of  Administration, 
Raleigh,  N.  C.),  and  Urban  Affairs  and  Community  Services  Center,  (North 
Carolina  State  University,  Raleigh,  N.  C.). 

i0Division  of  Commerce  and  Industry,  North  Carolina  Data  File,  (N.  C.  Department 
of  Natural  and  Economic  Resources,  Raleigh,  N.  C.),  1970. 
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This  results  from  the  willingness  of  persons  to  commute  long  distances  to 
plants  with  appealing  jobs. 

ECONOMIC  ACTIVITIES 
Agriculture 

Among  the  trends  in  agriculture  for  Richmond  County,  the  most  significant 
continues  to  be  the  trend  towards  fewer  and  larger  farms  (see  Table  10). 

I 

Agricultural  production  continues  to  produce  the  greatest  income  of  any 
broad  employment  or  industry  group  with  over  $13  million  total  farm  income 
in  1970.^  This  was  accomplished  in  spite  of  fewer  farm  workers  and  less 
cropland  harvested  than  ten  years  before  (see  Table  10).  The  greatest  income 
comes  from  the  sale  of  livestock,  poultry  and  their  products  (about  3 to  1 in 
value  over  crops  sold).  The  farm  population  continues  to  decline  in  number 
indicating  the  move  toward  mechanization  on  fewer,  but  larger  farms. 

Some  interesting  comparisons  arise  when  contrasting  certain  agricultural 
indices  of  Richmond  County  with  those  of  surrounding  counties  and  the  state. 
Richmond  County  has  489  farms  in  1969  which  was  about  average  for  the  area 
with  Scotland  having  259,  and  Moore  having  1,306  farms  (see  Table  11). 

The  interesting  note  is  in  average  size  of  farms  with  Richmond  having  an 
average  of  149  acre  farms,  while  Moore  had  an  108  acre  average  close  to  the 
state  average  of  106.6,  while  Scotland  had  a 386  acre  average.  Essentially,  Moore 
County  is  one  of  many  small  farms  and  Scotland  County  is  one  of  few  large 
farms;  all  other  counties  including  Richmond,  fall  inbetween.  Richmond  County 
has  the  lowest  amount  of  harvested  cropland  of  the  surrounding  counties 
indicating  its  dependence  on  livestock.  It's  estimated  farm  income  however, 
is  larger  than  the  surrounding  counties  except  for  Moore.  In  conclusion 

^Bureau  of  the  Census,  North  Carolina  Census  of  Agriculture,  (Part  26- 
Volume  I Area  Reports),  1969. 
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Table  10 

COMPARISON  BY  YEAR  OF  AGRICULTURAL  INDEXES, 
RICHMOND  COUNTY:  1950,  1959,  1969 


1950a 

1959a 

1969b 

Number  of  Farms 

1,657 

930 

489 

Total  Acreage  in 

Farms 

156,495 

109,414 

72,198 

Average  Size  of 

Farm  (Acres) 

94.4 

117.6 

149.1 

Total  Harvested 
Cropland  (Acres) 

43,673 

25,452 

28,904 

Estimated  Farm 

Income 

$2,892,000 

$5,490,655 

$13,391,735 

Value  of  Crops 

Sold 

$2,486,838 

$2,880,072 

$ 

2,421,735 

Value  of  Livestock 
Poultry  and  their 
Products  Sold 

$3,077,167 

$2,610,583 

$ 

6,873,581 

Farm  Population 

8,583 

3,541 

5,339 

o 

Source:  ^Ne  C„  Agricultural  Extension  Service,  Rockingham,  N0  C. 
Bureau  of  Census,  Census  of  Agriculture  (Part  26- 
Vol.  1 Area  Reports,  Washington,  D.C.),  1969. 
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Table  11 

COMPARISON  OF  RICHMOND  COUNTY  TO  SURROUNDING  COUNTIES 
FOR  SEVERAL  AGRICULTURE  INDEXES  - 1969 
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Richmond  County  is  a county  that  still  has  great  dependence  on  agriculture, 
especially  in  the  livestock  and  poultry  field,  but  is  doing  it  on  larger  and 
fewer  farms. 

Manufacturing 

As  in  the  past,  another  major  economic  activity  in  Richmond  County  is 
still  manufacturing.  With  the  continued  decrease  in  agricultural  employment, 
manufacturing  has  become  one  of  the  major  employers  within  Richmond  County. 

The  insured  manufacturing  employment  of  Richmond  County  has  increased 

18 

from  4,900  in  1964  to  5,630  in  1971.  Most  all  of  the  manufacturing 
industries  located  within  Richmond  County  are  textiles,  which  pay  near  the 
average  national  rates  for  production  workers;  however,  labor  costs  vary 
according  to  geographic  location  throughout  the  state.  Wages  are  highest  in 
the  more  urbanized  midlands  section  and  in  the  mountains  and  coastal  sections 
which  have  industrial  complexes.  The  lowest  wages  are  prevalent  in  agricultural 
areas  and  in  the  lightly  populated  and  largely  non-industrial  districts  of  the 
outer  coastal  plains  and  mountains.  Richmond  County  would  fall  into  the 
latter  geographic  area  and  would  have  lower  wages  in  comparison  to  the  more 
urbanized  surrounding  counties.  Improving  the  industrial  mix  along  with 
rural  development  have  been  and  will  continue  to  be  two  major  economic  goals 
for  the  county.  Diversification  is  being  accomplished  and  is  having  some 
favorable  effect  not  only  in  the  earning  abilities  of  plant  workers  but  also 
in  improving  skill  levels. 

The  county  is  establishing  an  Industrial  Development  Team,  comprised  of 
members  of  the  Rocmingham  and  Hamlet  teams,  especially  trained  to  sell  industry 
prospects.  This  step  will  further  enhance  the  county's  ability  to  achieve 
diversification,^  See  Table  12  for  a list  of  county  industries. 


Bureau  of  Employment  Security  Research,  North  Carolina  Work  Force  Estimates 
by  County,  Area,  and  State,  (North  Carolina  Employment  Security  Commission, 
.^Raleigh,  N.  C.),  1972. 

^Division  of  Commerce  and  Industry,  Southeastern  Field  Office,  Fayetteville, 
N.C.,  (N.C.  Department  of  Natural  and  Economic  Resources,  Raleigh,  N.C.),  1973. 
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Table  12 

MAJOR  MANUFACTURING  PLANTS  IN  RICHMOND  COUNTY 
(Effective  as  of  April,  1973) 


FIRM 

TYPE  MANUFACTURING 

NUMBER  EMPLOYEES 

J . P . Stevens  S Co . , 
(2  plants) 

1 nc. 

Wol 1 en  Worsteds 

1 ,000  - Over 

Klopman  Manufacturing 

Co . 

Broad  Woven  Fabrics 

501  - 1,000 

Aleo  Manufacturing  Co 

• 

Broad  Woven  Fabrics 

501  - 1 ,000 

Beaunit  Corporation 

Yarn  Spinning  Mills 

251  - 500 

Carol i na  Paper  Mills 

Converted  Paper  Products 

101  - 250 

Sandhurst  Mills 

Seamless  Hosiery 

251 .-500 

Ledbetter  Mfg.  Co.,  Inc. 

Synthetic  Yarn 

101  - 250  1 

William  Fetner , 1 nc. 

Wood  Household  Furniture 

51  - 100 

Harris  Brothers 

Wood  Household  Furniture 

51  - 100 

M Lowenstein  S Sons, 

1 nc . 

Cotton 

NA 

Tartan  Marine  Corporation 

Sa i 1 boats 

NA 

Source:  Division  of  Commerce  S Industry,  Southeastern  Field  Office, 

Fayetteville,  North  Carolina. 
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Table  12 

MAJOR  MANUFACTURING  PLANTS  IN  RICHMOND  COUNIY 

(Effective  as  of  April 9 1.973) 


Firm 

Type  Manuf act uri ng 

Number  Employees 

JoP,  Stevens  & Co.,  Inc, 

(2  plants) 

Woolen  Worsteds 

1,000 

Over 

Scotland  Mills,  Inc. 

(4  plants) 

Broad  Woven  Fabrics 

o 

o 

o 

A 

c*"i 

Over 

Aieo  Manufacturing  Co0 

Broad  Woven  Fabrics 

50.1 

- 

1,000 

Klopman  Mills,  Lne. 

Broad  Woven  Fabrics 

501 

- 

.1,000 

Ingraham  Company 

Watches  and  Clocks 

501 

o 

o 

o 

Proetor-Silex  Corp. 

Electric  Housewares  & Fans 

501 

- 

i , 000 

Waver ly  Mills,  Inc. 

(4  plants) 

Yarn  Spinning  Mills 

501 

1 ,000 

Mo  rgan  Mi 11s,  Inc  . 

(5  plants) 

Broad  Woven  Fabrics  & 

Tire  Cord 

501 

1,000 

Beaunit  Corporation 

Yarn  Spinning  Mill 

251 

- 

500 

Sandhurs t Mi 1 1 s , Inc . 

Seamless  Hus i e ry 

251 

- 

500 

A0  &.  M.  Karagheusian,  Inc, 

Woven  Carpets  & Rugs 

251 

500 

Gulls tan  Carpet 

(Div.  of  J.P,  Stevens) 

Woven  Carpets  & Rugs 

251 

500 

Bur 1 ing t on  Ind . , Inc . 

Full  Fashioned  Hosiery 

251 

500 

Wade  Manufacturing  Company 

Broad  Woven  Fabrics 

25 1 

- 

500 

We  s t Kn  i 1 1 i.  ng  Co  rp . 

Knit  Underwear 

251 

- 

500 

Amerotron  Company 

Broad  Woven  Fabrics 

251 

- 

500 

Sandhill  Furniture  Ccrp. 

Wood  Household  Furniture 

251 

500 

Carolina  Paper  Mills 

Converted  Paper  Products 

10.1 

*• 

250 

Ledbetter  Mfg.  Co.,  Inc. 

Syn  c he t i c Ya  rn 

101 

~ 

250 

Aberdeen  Hosiery  Mills,  Inc. 

Full  Fashioned  Hosiery 

101 

C3 

250 

W . R « Bonsai  Coc,  Ine. 

Concrete  Products 

101 

- 

250 

McLeod  Plywood  Box  Co. 

Veneer  & Plywood. 

101 

- 

250 

William  Fetner,  Inc. 

Wood  Household  Furniture 

53. 

- 

100 

Harris  Brothers,  l’nc. 

Wood  Household  Furniture 

51 

- 

100 

Mohasco  Industries 

Woven  Carpets  & Rugs 

51 

- 

100 

Johns-Manville  Prod.  Corp. 

Asbestos  Products 

51 

3 00 

Rea  Magnet  Wire  Co.,  Inc. 

Electronic  Components  & 
Accessories 

. 51 

100 

M.  Lowestein  & Sons,  Inc. 

Cotton 

NA 

Tartan  Marine  Corp. 

Sailboats 

NA 

Source:  Division  of  Commerce  & Industry , Southeastern  Field  Office , 

Fayetteville 5 North  Carolina, 
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Retail  and  Wholesale  Trade 


This  section  deals  with  those  economies  of  retail  trade  and  wholesale 
trade o In  terms  of  the  number  of  establishments , sales , and  employment , 
retail  trade  in  Richmond  County  made  rapid  gains  during  the  ten-year  period 
1960- 1970 5 See  Table  13 . According  to  the  North  Carolina  Department  of 
Revenue,  retail  sales  in  Richmond  County  have  continued  to  increase  since 
fiscal  year  I960- 1961 . During  that  fiscal  year,  the  Department  reported 
retail  sales  of  $39  million,,  For  the  fiscal  year  that  ended  June,  1972, 
County  retail  sales  stood  at  $82  million,  over  a 100  percent  increase 
since  1960-  1961,  (see  Table  14) . 

Even  with  the  rapid  gain  in  retail  sales,  the  county  has  not  kept 
pace  with  the  state.  Since  I960,  the  county  has  represented  a gradually 
decreasing  proportion  of  the  retail  sales  transacted  in  North  Carolina, 
There  is  one  important  reason  why  the  gain  in  retail,  sales  is  higher 
in  North  Carolina  than  Richmond  County  or  the  six-county  surrounding 
area.  The  State’s  population  growth  rate  is  much  higher  than  that  in 
either  the  county  or  area.  While  the  State’s  population  was  increasing 
by  31  percent  during  the  1970's 9 the  county  has  experienced,  a 1.8  percent 
increase  or  687  persons. 
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Table  1.3 

NUMBER  OF  RETAIL  & WHOLESALE  ESTABLISHMENTS 
RICHMOND  COUNTY , 1967  - 1972 


Retail  Trade 

Wholesale 

Trade 

Year 

F i rms 

Employment 

Firms  Em 

ployment 

1967 

236 

1,718 

40 

281 

1968 

243 

1,819 

38 

260 

1969 

241 

1,994 

40 

267 

1970 

245 

2,026 

40 

275 

1971 

258 

1,817 

38 

225 

1972 

259 

1,802 

40 

223 

Source : 

Bureau 

of  the  Census 

, County  Business 

Patterns 

( Dept « 

of  Commerce, 

Washington,  D.C.) 

, 1970  e 
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Table  14 

GROSS  RETAIL  SALES 
RICHMOND  COUNTY,  1960  - 1972 


Fiscal 

County 

State 

1971-72 

82,712,049 

14,479,818,839 

1970-71 

79,884,063 

12,653,965,346 

1969-70 

71,824,938 

11,731,451,765 

1968-69 

65,822,681 

10,938,612,276 

1967-68 

60,507,796 

9,780,612,276 

1966-67 

57,142,581 

9,126,250,732 

1965-66 

55,928,509 

8,548,507,666 

1964-65 

49,650,781 

7,684,406,809 

1963-64 

46,237,272 

7,118,267,158 

1962-63 

43,994,416 

6,768,429,653 

1961-62 

53 , 535 , 674 

6,499,162,332 

1960-61 

39,406,102 

5,303,178,80.1 

Source:  Sales  and  Use  Tax  Division,  Analysis  of  Sales 

and  Use  Tax  Collections  and  Cross  Retail  Sales 
by  Types  of  Businesses,  (N.C.  Dept9  of  Revenue, 
Raleigh,  N.  Co),  1972. 
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SUMMARY 


The  population  and  economy  are  two  very  integral  components  of  Richmond 
County  life.  The  population  of  any  place  or  region  is  uniquely  tied  to  the 
manner  in  which  that  place  or  region  sustains  itself,  and  its  economy.  The 
Population  and  Sconomy  Study  has  presented  facts  and  analysis  to  illustrate 
this  integration  plus  revealing  the  characteristics  about  population  distribu- 
tion, age  and  sex  characteristics,  education,  employment,  activities,  and  the 
like,  which  are  unique  to  Richmond  County. 

The  Population  and  Economy  Study  seeks  to  leave  its  facts  and  analysis 
for  plans  and  their  recommendations.  The  Land  Development  Plan,  Richmond 
County's  Master  Plan,  soon  to  be  prepared,  will  be  greatly  dependent  on  the 
material  contained  herein.  The  Recreation  Plan,  the  Zoning  Ordinance,  and 
Subdivision  Regulations,  also  yet  to  be  prepared  for  the  county,  will  also 
make  much  use  of  the  findings  here.  This  is  a background  study,  an  initial 
plowing  up  of  the  pertinent  facts  about  Richmond  County  that  will  answer 
questions  about  the  county,  prepare  the  way  for  future  plans,  and  perhaps 
most  importantly,  help  generate  more  questions  about  where  Richmond  County 
has  been  and  where  it  is  going. 
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